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Abstract 
This dissertation was written as part of the MSc in EMBA program at the International 
Hellenic University.  
 
Main objectives of this report are to determine which measurement methods and tools 
are used to measure the value of internal audit in today’s dynamic business conditions 
and to identify which are the key activities that contribute to the value delivered by an 
internal audit activity, according to the Chief Audit Executives (CAE’s) opinion. More 
specific, we will examine which internal audit activities, CAE’s believe are bringing the 
most value to their key stakeholders, and analyse current application of performance 
measures within the internal audit departments in the region of the East Europe.  
 
We have used quantitative methods to investigate and obtain answers on our initial 
hypothesis raised. The results obtained from research on a sample of questions from the 
2015 CBOK study, suggest that in the region of East Europe, according to the CAE’s 
opinion, the audit activity that brings most value was “Assuring the adequacy and 
effectiveness of the internal control system“; that the 5 most widely used tools/methods 
to support performance are same as results from global survey and that the most widely 
used method for the measurement of the internal audit activity was “Percentage of audit 
plan complete”. 
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1. Introduction 
In the twenty-first century the global market has experienced major changes that brought 
new business conditions. Modern communication technologies today are widely 
accepted, the information is easily and quickly accessible, which led to the opening of new 
markets for consumers around the world. Today's business reflects the globalization of 
markets and services, followed by the more liberal movement of people, capital and 
information. The globalization of markets and increased competition has led to numerous 
changes in the operations for all market participants. In order to survive in the market, 
companies must adapt to the new conditions, which also calls for significant changes in 
the role of internal audit. Since the creation of the internal audit, requirements placed 
before internal audit have been substantially altered, causing internal audit to review the 
role it plays in the organization. Profitable business and sustainable development of 
organizations in the conditions of increased competition and rapid advances in 
technology, affect the growth of business risk involved. To be successful in today's 
business environment means to effectively control the risk. 
 
One of the most important mechanisms for effective risk management is establishing of 
an effective system of internal controls. If a system of internal controls is adequately 
designed, and is based on the risk, it could serve as the basis of successful resistance to 
adverse influences. For assessing effectiveness of internal control system, organizations 
need independent and objective assurer. These factors resulted in a growing need for 
organizing internal audit function. Today, more than ever, there is a strong need for the 
profession of internal auditing. Internal audit in contemporary business can be greatest 
ally to management in the process of making business decisions. 
In the study of Allegrini M. et al (2008) it is stressed out that internal auditing is a very 
young profession in Europe (with 57% of the surveyed internal audit function declaring 
existing less than 10 years) with the highest proportion of the young internal audit 
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functions in the East Europe1. Rapid establishment of the internal audit functions in East 
Europe`s organizations from the beginning of 2000 was highly influenced by the growth of 
corporate governance codes, regulatory requirements and EU accession process for the 
most of the region countries. 
 
Internal audit is a one of key pillars for good governance in the organizations. It provides 
for its various stakeholders (board of directors, audit committee, CEO, senior 
management and other stakeholders), both in the corporate, and the public sector, an 
independent view on whether the organisation has an appropriate governance, risk 
management and internal control environment, while acting as a catalyst for a change in 
order to ensure strong risk and compliance culture within an organisation2. 
 
For internal auditing profession, internal audit functions and internal audit practitioners, 
one institution is of particular importance. It is The Global Institute of Internal Auditors 
(IIA), which is an international professional association established back in 1941, with 
global headquarters in Lake Mary, Florida, USA. IIA sets the global standards in Internal 
Auditing, which internal audit functions and internal audit practitioners follow. The IIA has 
more than 185,000 members worldwide that work mainly in internal auditing, but also in 
other areas which includes risk management, governance, internal control, information 
technology audit, education, and security.  
 
The Mission off the IIA is to provide dynamic leadership for the global profession of 
internal auditing3.  
 
The IIA has two levels of professional guidance’s:  
                                                 
1 Allegrini, M. et al, (2008), Common Body of Knowledge in Internal Auditing: A State of the Art in Europe, European 
Confederation of Institutes of Internal Auditing 
2 Institute of Internal Auditors – Australia, (2014) , Internal Audit - Why it`s important, Available at: 
http://www.iia.org.au/sf_docs/default-source/quality/why-ia-is-important.pdf?sfvrsn=2, [Accessed on January 15, 2017] 
3 The Institute of Internal Auditors, (2015), Mission of Internal Audit, Available at: https://na.theiia.org/about-us/Pages/About-
The-Institute-of-Internal-Auditors.aspx, [Accessed on November 11, 2016] 
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1) Mandatory Guidance (which includes the Core Principles for the Professional 
Practice of Internal Auditing, Definition of Internal Auditing, Code of Ethics and 
International Standards for the Professional Practice of Internal Auditing - 
Standards), and  
2) Strongly Recommended Guidance (which includes Implementation 
Guidance/Practice Advisories and Supplemental Guidance/Practice Guides).  
The two levels of guidance together with its mission constitute the IIA's International 
Professional Practices Framework (IPPF), as it can be seen on the Picture 1 that follows. 
 
Picture 1: The Framework for Internal Audit Effectiveness  
(Source: https://na.theiia.org/standards-guidance/Pages/New-IPPF.aspx) 
 
The role of internal audit is to provide independent and objective assurance that an 
organization’s risk management, governance and internal control processes are operating 
effectively. The IIA gave the following definition of Internal Audit: Internal auditing is an 
independent, objective assurance and consulting activity designed to add value and 
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improve an organization’s operations. It helps an organization accomplish its objectives by 
bringing a systematic, disciplined approach to evaluate and improve the effectiveness of 
risk management, control, and governance processes4. The role of internal audit is 
graphically depicted in the Picture 2, where the organization governance framework is 
displayed.  
 
Picture 2: Three lines of defence model 
 (Source: http://www.ferma.eu/app/uploads/2011/09/eciia-ferma-guidance-on-the-8th-eu-
company-law-directive.pdf) 
 
As it may be seen from the Picture 2 above, 1st Line of Defence represents operational 
management which initiates risk, and is responsible for managing the risks and 
establishing internal controls that are working effectively on a daily basis. 2nd Line of 
Defence is represented by various control functions in the organization, that are in charge 
of monitoring, reviewing and testing of 1st line control and management of risks 
effectiveness. 3rd Line of Defence which include Internal and External audit, are there to 
independently evaluate and give its opinion on the adequacy and effectiveness of both 1st 
line and 2nd line control and risk management approaches. 
 
                                                 
4 The Institute of Internal Auditors, (2013), Definition of Internal Auditing, Available at: https://na.theiia.org/standards-
guidance/mandatory-guidance/Pages/Definition-of-Internal-Auditing.aspx, [Accessed on November 11, 2016] 
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But how can we define the activity that adds value from above mentioned definition of 
internal auditing? In the Glossary of The IIA’s International Standards for the Professional 
Practice of Internal Auditing (Standards), term add value is defined in following way: The 
internal audit activity adds value to the organization (and its stakeholders) when it 
provides objective and relevant assurance, and contributes to the effectiveness and 
efficiency of governance, risk management, and control processes through both assurance 
and consulting services5. This report focuses on measuring the value of internal auditing, 
and more specifically how audit practitioners from the region of East Europe measure the 
value of internal audit. 
 
According to the IIA’s IPPF Recommended Practice Guide: Measuring Internal Audit 
Effectiveness and Efficiency, establishing of performance measures is critical in 
determining if an audit activity is meeting its goals and objectives, and if it is consistent 
with the highest quality practices and standards6. In today’s globally connected business 
environment, which is characterised with the continually expanding of the complexity of 
business, there are various ways how internal auditors can add value to their 
organizations. Since time and resources are limited, internal auditors should identify and 
focus on the activities that are considered of bringing most value to their key 
stakeholders. It can be done by ensuring that raising expectations of various stakeholders 
are clearly understood and agreed upon, and that appropriate measures are developed in 
order to drive and follow up performance of internal audit, i.e. its activities. Internal 
auditors must continue in adapting and evolving with the best globally performance 
measurement systems in order to stay relevant to their key stakeholders expectations.  
 
Main objectives of this report are to determine which tools are used to measure the value 
of internal audit in today’s dynamic business conditions and to identify which are the key 
                                                 
5 The Institute of Internal Auditors, (2013), International Standards for the Professional Practice of Internal Auditing, Available 
at: http://www.theiia.org/guidance/standards-and-guidance/ippf/standards/full-standards/?search=add value, [Accessed on 
November 11, 2016] 
6 The Institute of Internal Auditors, (2010), Practice Guide: Measuring Internal Audit Effectiveness and Efficiency, Available at: 
https://na.theiia.org/standards-guidance/recommended-guidance/practice-guides/Pages/Measuring-Internal-Audit-
Effectiveness-and-Efficiency-Practice-Guide.aspx , [Accessed on November 11, 2016] 
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activities that contribute to the value delivered by an internal audit activity. The value can 
be viewed from various perspectives, either from the level of internal audit 
practitioners/internal audit service providers or from the key internal audit stakeholders 
(such as the board, audit committee, senior management) or from other stakeholders 
(external auditors and even regulators). Probably one of the biggest challenges for 
internal auditors is the fact that these multiple stakeholder groups often have very 
different expectations, and very different perspectives on how internal audit add value. 
By actively working on to establish consensus among different internal audit stakeholders, 
internal audit can help to ensure that the audit schedule addresses risks appropriately. 
Internal audit needs to regularly assess and reassess stakeholder needs and expectations, 
and to be aligned with them, by providing internal audit services that meet these evolving 
demands, and all in order to be more likely to deliver the value that stakeholders are 
seeking. This report covers the perceived value of internal audit activities by internal audit 
practitioners/internal audit service providers operating in the region of East Europe. 
 
Aim of this report is to identify and compare current performance measurement trends in 
internal auditing in the region of East Europe with emphasis on the types of performance 
metrics used, and commonly accepted solutions for measuring the internal audit activities 
and value that it provides. The report will address following key questions: 
 What do the Chief Audit Executives consider are the activities that are bringing the 
most value to their clients and key stakeholders; 
 Which measurement methods are used by internal audit in performance 
measurement process; 
 What methodologies and tools internal audit departments use to support quality 
and performance processes. 
 
At the beginning of preparing this research report I have expected that analyze will show 
the following: 
 Activity ”Assuring the adequacy and effectiveness of the internal control system” 
was depicted by internal audit practitioners as a activity that brings the most value 
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(hypothesis 1). Along with this, we are going also to check whether opinion of the 
internal audit practitioners on the most valued internal audit activities is different 
in different types of organizations, differently sized organizations and among 
internal audit departments of various sizes. 
 Measure “Percentage of audit plan complete” was the mostly used for measuring 
internal audit performance (hypothesis 2); 
 Internal audit performance measurement systems applied in the region of the East 
Europe are not unique, i.e. they are similar to the performance measurement 
systems that are most widely applied, globally. These will be checked by 
comparing 5 most widely used tools/methods by internal audit departments (in 
the region of East Europe vs. globally) to support their quality and performance 
processes (hypothesis 3); 
 
During the process of preparing business consultancy proposal, during investigating and 
data gathering needed for conduction of the research, author of this report realised that 
there are not many articles with the similar subject and that the topic was not explored 
enough before in the past. There are several other papers on similar topic, but neither 
one has addressed the region of the East Europe, and revealed what are the perceptions 
of internal audit practitioners/internal audit service providers from this area when 
internal audit value is in focus, nor did they analysed performance measurement systems 
applied and benchmarked them with best internal audit practices that are currently being 
followed. Internal audit value and its measurement in the region of the East Europe have 
not been explored sufficiently in the literature. This is primarily due to the fact that in the 
region of the East Europe, this area, at least until now, involved a very small number of 
specialists and therefore the number of potential authors, as well as the number of 
potential readers of this literature was very small. This situation has discouraged market-
oriented publishers, which caused the presence of the publishing industry in this area to 
be almost completely insensibly. However, it is noted that in recent times there is rapidly 
growing interest in this topic in the region of East Europe. The need for expertise and 
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corresponding literature is everyday growing. The motivation to investigate this issue and 
process it within this report is mainly based precisely on recognizing these growing needs. 
This research report seeks to expand the existing scarce knowledge on internal audit 
performance measurement systems and measures applied in East Europe. Authors’ 
opinion is that this report will be of particular relevance for the internal audit 
practitioners/internal audit service providers from the region of the East Europe, and that 
will help them to see where they are now (how are they standing) and that will lead them 
to think about possibilities for improving; but that will also, in general, be useful and 
interesting for the professional internal audit society, globally. 
 
This report, that addresses Internal Audit Value as it is seen by internal audit 
practitioners/internal audit service providers operating in the region of East Europe, is 
arranged and presented in the following chapters/sections: 
1) Introduction – where the general topic of the report is presented together with the 
emphasis on the importance of the report and to whom it is most likely to be 
interesting. Also initial hypothesis of the problem and possible usage of the report 
findings are given. 
2) Literature review – survey of the existing important articles, books and other 
sources which are relevant to the topic of this report, how they are related to the 
report questions and which theories support report raised questions. 
3) Methodology – where it is described what our approach to the empirical work 
was, what style and techniques have we chosen, and were possible limitations of 
the method applied are given. 
4) Data analysis – presenting data that have been captured during the research 
process accompanied with interpretation of the derived data and whether the 
results of data analysis support or not our initial hypothesis. 
5) Discussion of findings – findings that were identified during our research and how 
do they reference to the literature presented in the second chapter. 
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6) Conclusions and recommendations – this chapter summarize the work that was 
performed: the topic, main findings & recommendations, possible limitations 
attached to this project and the evaluation of the need for additional research and 
investigation. 
Bibliography section – a full alphabetical reference list of all sources that have been 
used during researching report topic, which includes authors’ names, title of the works 
and websites accessed. 
Appendix section – contains all other data/information that are not essential for 
explanation of the findings, but that supports the analysis performed. 
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2. Literature review 
This study focuses on the value of the internal audit, as it is seen by internal audit 
practitioners, and more specifically, on the tools that are available and are nowadays used 
for performance measurement. In this section of report, literature is being reviewed as a 
ground for various theoretical standings on the subject of internal audit value and 
performance measurement tools, and it will be used together with data from our analysis 
to form conclusion on research questions raised. 
 
Although there is quite extensive empirical literature on the organizational performance 
measurement and performance measurement systems, there is a very limited number of 
formal researches that addresses the actual selection of organizational performance 
measures by internal audit functions. Most published literature examines internal audit 
value and applied performance measures from practitioners’ perspectives. 
 
First, we will take wider look and research available literature on the performance 
measurement. 
It was the article of Neely et al. (2003) that distinguished three stages of the development 
of performance measurement approach7. At the first stage of the development of 
contemporary performance measurement approach in the early 1990s, new performance 
measurement frameworks appeared, such as the Results and Determinants System8 
(Fitzgerald, 1991), Balanced Scorecard9 (Kaplan & Norton, 1996), the Performance Prism10 
(Neely et al., 2002) or Skandia’s Navigator11 (Edvinsson & Malone, 1997). These, such 
                                                 
7 Neely, A., Marr, B., Roos, G., Pike, S. and Gupta, O., (2003), Towards the Third Generation of Performance Measurement, 
Controlling, 3, 129-135  
8 Fitzgerald, L., Johnston, R., Brignall, S., Silvestro, R. and Voss, C., (1991), Performance Measurement in Service Businesses, 
London, CIMA. 
9 Kaplan, R.S. and Norton, D.P., (1996), Using the balanced scorecard as a strategic management system, Harvard Business 
Review, Jan-Feb, 75-85. 
10 Neely, A., Adams, C. and Kennerley, M., (2002), The performance prism: The scorecard for measuring and managing business 
success. London: Prentice Hall Financial Times. 
11 Edvinsson, L. and Malone, M.S., (1997), Intellectual capital – realizing your company’s true value by finding its hidden 
brainpower. New York: Harper Business Publisher 
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called, first generation approaches brought an added substance of non-financial measures 
and widened the perspective of the stakeholders. The second generation of performance 
measurement approach made a stage forward by recognizing the flow of value creation 
process and bringing strategy maps12 (Kaplan & Norton, 2000) or success and risk maps13 
(Neely et al., 2002). At last, the third generation approach of performance measurement 
encompasses requirements for linkage between financial measures to non-financial 
measures, intangibles and strategic control (qualitative dimension). 
 
After initial examining of performance measurement phenomena, we address 
performance measurement in internal auditing. In research papers of Carey et al. 
(2000)14, Goodwin and Kent (2004)15 and Carcello et al. (2005)16 the importance of 
internal audit function within an organization has been highlighted, since it has been 
shown that internal audit add value. 
We have reviewed interesting article of Bota and Palfi (2009) which concluded that 
despite the fact that internal audit is fundamental part of the control framework of an 
organization; it is obvious that internal audit should also have its own controls to track 
whether its performance is consistent with its role and objectives17. 
Dittenhofer (2001) has highlighted that the effectiveness of an internal audit unit depends 
on the expectations of relevant stakeholders, even though systematic and generally valid 
measures can be used for measuring internal audit effectiveness, i.e. achievement of its 
goals and objectives set18. 
                                                 
12 Kaplan, R. S. and Norton, D. P., (2000), Having trouble with your strategy? Then map it. Focusing Your Organization on 
Strategy—with the Balanced Scorecard, 49. 
13 Neely, A., Adams, C. and Kennerley, M., (2002), The performance prism: The scorecard for measuring and managing business 
success. London: Prentice Hall Financial Times. 
14 Carey, P., Craswell, A. and Simnett, R., (2000), Voluntary demand for internal and external auditing by family businesses, 
Auditing: A Journal of Practice & Theory 19 (supplement): 37-51. 
15 Goodwin, J. and Kent, P., (2004), Factors affecting the voluntary use of internal audit, Working Paper, Queensland University 
of Technology. 
16 Carcello, J. V., Hermanson, D. R.  and Raghunandan, K., (2005), Factors associated with U.S. public companies' investment in 
internal auditing, Accounting Horizons 19 (2): 69-84. 
17 Bota, C., and Palfi, C., (2009), Measuring and assessment of internal audit’s effectiveness. Annals of Faculty of Economics, 
3(1), 784-790. 
18 Dittenhofer, M., (2001), “Internal audit effectiveness: an expansion of present methods”: Managerial Auditing Journal, 16(8), 
443-50. 
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Sarens G. and De Beelde I. (2006) in their study, that was built based upon Belgian case 
studies, analysed the expectations and perceptions of senior management and internal 
audit in order to perform a qualitative assessment of the relationship between them. 
They have concluded that senior management’s expectations have a significant influence 
on internal audit, and that internal audit is able to meet most of these expectations, 
which leads senior management to support internal audit. And by satisfying senior 
management expectations, internal audit is also able to meet the expectations of its key 
stakeholder, the audit committee, since their expectations are more or less in line with 
those of senior management19. 
 
In order for internal audit to function effectively, internal auditors and its key 
stakeholders should have a similar understanding on what makes internal audit activity to 
be an activity that adds value. Cohen and Sayag (2010) have concluded that in a situation 
when it is perceived that the top management place great importance to the function of 
internal audit, it is more likely that employees at all levels will be more cooperative and 
supportive for internal audit20. This management recognition of internal audit value could 
also lead internal audit staff to be more motivated and encouraged while performing its 
audit activities. 
Similar to this, Arena & Azzone (2009) have performed a study with an aim to understand 
the organizational drivers of internal audit effectiveness, taking into account the internal 
auditing role in corporate governance. They have concluded that management of the 
company considers internal audit activities as a value adding activities, that will increase 
the possibility of regular utilization of internal audit services and recommendations 
offered, that are also directly linked with the internal audit effectiveness21.  
                                                 
19 Sarens,G. and De Beelde, I., (2006), The Relationship between Internal Audit and Senior Management: A Qualitative Analysis 
of Expectations and Perceptions, International Journal of Auditing 10:3, 219-241. 
20 Cohen, A. and Sayag, G., (2010), “The Effectiveness of Internal Auditing: An Empirical Examination of its Determinants in 
Israeli Organizations”: Australian Accounting Review, 20(3), 296-307.  
21 Arena, M. and Azzone, G., (2009), “Identifying Organizational Drivers of Internal Audit Effectiveness”: International Journal of 
Auditing, Vol. 13, 43–60. 
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Another researcher, Roth (2000, 2002) has identified that internal audit effectiveness is a 
measure of value-added internal audit22. He has concluded that despite the differences 
between different organizations, all value-adding audit departments tend to share similar 
characteristics. Based on his survey and recognising best practices of internal audit 
department worldwide he has created a profile of a value-adding internal audit function23. 
 
Research report of Hill et al. (2009), which studied utilization of performance measures 
within the auditing profession, has recognised that even though internal auditing 
profession puts special importance on evaluating the relevance and effectiveness of an 
audit client’s performance measures, internal auditors themselves quite often have 
difficulty to properly monitor and report the performance of their own audit activities24. 
In a research paper of Selim G. et al, (2014) it is pointed out that internal audit is adding 
value by relying less on conformance and more on advisory25. 
Knowing how internal audit activities create value in an organization is of crucial 
importance for internal audit effective performance. The internal audit must use its 
limited resources to support key activities and organizational needs. In their research 
paper, Burnaby P. et al, (2007), recognized that modern internal audit function is in 
position to strategically align its goals with those of its many stakeholders, and yet it must 
remain independent and objective26. 
                                                 
22 Roth, J., (2002), Adding Value: Seven Roads to Success, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, Altamonte 
Springs, FL. 
23 Roth, J., (2000), Best Practices: Value-added Approaches of Four Innovative Auditing Departments, The Institute of Internal 
Auditors Research Foundation, Altamonte Springs, FL.  
24 Hill, K. et al, (2009), Performance measures for internal audit functions: A research project. The Institute of Internal Auditors 
Research Foundation, Available at: 
https://global.theiia.org/iiarf/Public%20Documents/Performance%20Measures%20for%20Internal%20Audit%20Functions%20-
%20A%20Research%20Project%20-%20Austin.pdf, [Accessed on January 16, 2017] 
25 Selim, G. et al, (2014), Internal Audit around the World - A Perspective on Global Regions, The Institute of Internal Auditors 
Research Foundation (IIARF), Florida, USA, 91-100, Available at: https://na.theiia.org/special-
promotion/PublicDocuments/Internal-Audit-Around-the-World.pdf, [Accessed on November 12, 2016] 
26 Burnaby, P. et al, (2007), A global summary of the Common Body Of Knowledge 2006, The Institute of Internal Auditors 
Research Foundation (IIARF), Florida, USA, Available at: https://global.theiia.org/iiarf/Public%20Documents/2006-CBOK-
Summary.pdf, [Accessed on November 12, 2016]  
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Also, in the report of Harrington L. and Piper A., (2015) it is stated that internal auditors 
need to align with the requirements of their stakeholders, which will enable them to play 
a leading role in the success of their organizations, which is not an easy task27.  
In his report, where he looked for instance at the ability of IA to respond to auditees’ 
needs, Ziegenfuss (2000) has discovered that audit effectiveness could be achieved 
through internal audit’s evaluation of its performance and continuous improvement of its 
services, and that auditee satisfaction and the percent of recommendations implemented 
were the performance measures that were most suitable for evaluating internal audit 
effectiveness, as considered by the CAE questioned28. 
 
All above mentioned articles on the value and measurement of internal auditing are more 
general without citing specific internal audit activities that are believed to bring the most 
value, and without mentioning specific tools and methodologies that are being used to 
measure performance of internal audit. 
In order to address question raised in introduction part, we have examined literature and 
studies performed that were published by the Institute of Internal Auditors Research 
Foundation (IIARF) on internal audit value and performance measures used, that were 
built up on the data from the Global Internal Audit CBOK (Common Body of Knowledge), 
which is same type of study that we have also performed in our research. 
 
According to Seago J. (2015) internal auditors should collaborate with their key 
stakeholders, to align performance measures to their top priorities, in order to provide 
the highest level of service to their organizations29. In the same study author asserted that 
the audit activity that brings most value, according to the 86% CAE’s expressing it, was 
“Assuring the adequacy and effectiveness of the internal control system“, which will be 
                                                 
27 Harrington, L. and Piper, A., (2015), Driving Success in a Changing World - 10 Imperatives for Internal Audit, The Institute of 
Internal Auditors Research Foundation (IIARF), Florida, USA, Available at: https://na.theiia.org/iiarf/Pages/CBOK-Research-
Resource-Library.aspx, [Accessed on November 12, 2016] 
28 Ziegenfuss, D.E., (2000), “Measuring Performance”. The Internal Auditor. Vol. 57, No. 1, pp: 36-40. 
29 Seago, J., (2015), Delivering the Promise: Measuring Internal Audit Value and Performance, The Institute of Internal Auditors 
Research Foundation (IIARF), Florida, USA, Available at: https://na.theiia.org/iiarf/Pages/CBOK-Research-Resource-Library.aspx, 
[Accessed on November 12, 2016] 
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the base for challenging our first hypothesis. Study also showed that when quality and 
performance processes is concerned, following 5 tools/methods were most used to 
support performance (accompanied by the percentage of internal audit departments that 
use it): 
1. Survey of audit clients (50%); 
2. Internal quality assessments initiated by internal audit (47%); 
3. Surveys of key stakeholders (28%); 
4. External quality assessments initiated by internal audit (27%), and 
5. Balanced scorecard (26%). 
These tools will be compared to the tools used in the region of East Europe that were 
revealed by our examination, for testing the standings of our third hypothesis. 
 
In the study of Chen J.F. and Lin W. Y. (2011) it was indicated that the most widely used 
method for the measurement of the internal audit activity was “Percentage of audit plan 
complete”30. Earlier mentioned study of Seago J., also indicated that the most widely used 
method for the measurement of the internal audit activity was “Percentage of audit plan 
complete”, with share of 66% internal audit department using it. These findings will be 
the base for testing the validity of our second hypothesis, which state that measure 
“Percentage of audit plan complete” was the mostly used measure for internal audit 
performance. 
 
                                                 
30 Chen, J. F. and Lin, W. Y., (2011), Measuring Internal Auditing’s Value, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation 
(IIARF), Florida, USA, Available at: https://na.theiia.org/iiarf/Public%20Documents/2010-CBOK-Measuring-IA-Value.pdf 
[Accessed on November 22, 2016] 
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3. Methodology 
Comparative analysis of theoretical literature, review of published researches on this 
topic, quantitative data analysis and formulation of conclusions is planned to be 
undertaken for this study. Analyzing the data will be done based on the survey that was 
conducted in 2015 by The Global Internal Audit Common Body of Knowledge (CBOK). 
CBOK is the world’s largest ongoing study of the internal audit profession, including 
studies of internal audit practitioners and their stakeholders31. One of the key 
components of CBOK is the global practitioner survey, which provides a comprehensive 
look at the activities and characteristics of internal auditors worldwide.  
 
The IIA has sponsored six prior CBOK studies. Following Table 1 compares the number of 
participating countries and usable questionnaire responses used in each CBOK study. 
While CBOK studies I through IV were offered only in English, the 2006, 2010 and 2015 
surveys were available in 17, 22 and 23 languages, respectively. 
Table 1: CBOK’s number of respondents and countries over the years 
CBOK number Year 
Number of 
countries 
Number of usable 
responses 
I  1972 1 75 
II 1985 2 340 
III 1991 2 1,163 
IV 1999 21 136 
V 2006 91 9,366 
VI 2010 107 13,582 
VII 2015 166 14,518 
 
 
                                                 
31 The Institute of Internal Auditors, (2015), CBOK, Global Internal Audit Common Body of Knowledge, Resources Exchange, 
Available at: https://na.theiia.org/iiarf/Pages/Common-Body-of-Knowledge-CBOK.aspx , [Accessed on 12 November, 2016] 
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The present study draws on data from the CBOK study, which was conducted in 2015 by 
the research foundation of the IIA. CBOK 2015 project was built on previous two CBOK 
global surveys of internal audit practitioners conducted by The IIA Research Foundation in 
2006 (9,366 responses) and 2010 (13,582 responses). As a core principle, the CBOK study 
did not address a certain group of potential participants explicitly, but referred 
particularly to a wide group of target persons with relations to the IA sector (but mainly 
internal auditors). 2015th survey facts are the following:  
 Total number of respondents is 14,518 (response rates vary per question); 
 Respondents are coming from 166 countries;  
 Survey was available in 23 languages;  
 More than 90% of the survey participants are members of the IIA; 
 More than 30% of the survey participants have passed the examination of a 
“Certified Internal Auditor (CIA)”; 
 Employee level that participated in the survey was the following: Chief audit 
executive (CAE) 26%, Director 13%, Manager 17%, and Internal Audit Staff 44%. 
 
From the CBOK survey, author of this research paper used data about internal audit value 
and internal audit performance measurement systems that were collected from internal 
audit practitioners from the region of East Europe. Readers should be noted that all 
analysis, and the study as a whole, are subject to possible limitations connected to the 
previously defined questions and groups of respondent that were asked in the CBOK 
survey.  
For the purpose of analysis within this research paper, beside basic background questions 
from the questionnaire, questions Q89, Q90 and Q91 from the CBOK 2015 survey, were 
mainly used. These questions were originally mapped to Section 13 that relate to Value 
and Performance Measures, and that were answered only by Chief Audit Executives 
(CAE’s). In the Table 2 is given the full text of questions Q89, Q90 and Q91 from the 
questionnaires that were answered by CAE’s, with the available options that were 
provided to respondents. 
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Table 2: CBOK’s 2015 Value and Performance Measures survey questions for CAE’s 
Q89. In your opinion, which are the five internal audit activities that bring the most 
value to your organization? (Choose up to five.) 
89-1.    Assuring the adequacy and effectiveness of the internal control system 
89-2.    Assuring the organization's risk management processes 
89-3.    Assuring the organization's governance processes 
89-4.    Assuring regulatory compliance 
89-5.    Identifying emerging risks 
89-6.    Leading the enterprise risk management process 
89-7.    Testing management's assessment of controls 
89-8.    Mining and analyzing data for management 
89-9.    Investigating or deterring fraud 
89-10.  Recommending business improvement 
89-11.  Informing and advising management 
89-12.  Informing and advising the audit committee 
89-13.  Informing key stakeholders 
89-14.  Supporting external auditors 
89-15.  Other 
89-16.  Not applicable 
Q90. What specific measures does your organization use to evaluate the performance 
of its internal audit activity? (Choose all that apply.)  
90-1.    Percentage of audit plan complete 
90-2.    Budget to actual audit hours 
90-3.    Completion of mandated coverage 
90-4.    Timely closure of audit issues 
90-5.    Cycle time from entrance conference to draft report 
90-6.    Cycle time from end of fieldwork to final report 
90-7.    Client satisfaction goals 
90-8.    The fulfillment of specific expectations set and agreed to with key stakeholders 
90-9.    Performance against the internal audit financial budget 
90-10.  Other 
90-11.  I don't know 
90-12.  We have not established formal performance measures. 
Q91. Which of the following methodologies and tools do you use to support your 
quality and performance processes? (Choose all that apply.)  
91-1.    Balanced scorecard 
91-2.    Surveys of audit clients 
91-3.    Surveys of key stakeholders 
91-4.    Internal quality assessments initiated by internal audit 
91-5.    External quality assessments initiated by internal audit 
91-6.    Peer reviews 
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91-7.    Reviews from external regulators 
91-8.    Reviews by your organization's internal quality assurance function 
91-9.    Other 
91-10.  Not applicable 
 
For the examination of available data we used a statistic program called Q Research 
Software Reader (Q Reader) that was warmly suggested by the provider of the data IIA 
Research Foundation, and Excel (mainly used for presentation of the data within this 
report). Q Reader provides demographic breakouts for all CBOK questions and many 
filters as well.  
Total number of respondents (which includes all staff levels) from the region of East 
Europe was 1,138. Out of 1,138 respondents, we have filtered and further analysed only 
answers that were given by CAE’s, and we come up with the population of 313 responses 
(this number vary per question). It should be noted that out of selected 313 CAE’s 
questionnaire data collected, often there were cases with missing values which were 
automatically excluded from the population examined (information about population 
base and valid data collected will be given bellow tables, titled “Table number info data:”).  
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4. Data analysis 
Due to the nature of questionnaire (list of questions asked) which this study uses for the 
research, and a lack of determinants necessary for regression analysis, we will focus our 
work on the frequency distribution tables (descriptive statistic). For the study, the 
available raw data were first grouped by countries. In the Table 3 we are presenting 
information about respondents, namely from which country of the region of East Europe 
are respondents, and what their position as an internal auditor within organization is. 
Table 3: Respondents internal audit position within organization 
Country/n CAE 
Director or 
Senior 
Manager 
Manager Staff NET (row) 
Moldova 2 0 0 0 2 
Belarus 2 1 0 1 4 
Slovakia 1 0 0 2 3 
Montenegro 4 0 0 3 7 
Hungary 4 3 2 6 15 
Macedonia 11 0 5 10 26 
Lithuania 10 3 3 16 32 
Albania 8 0 3 11 22 
Bosnia 9 1 0 13 23 
Estonia 20 5 6 23 54 
Bulgaria 6 7 6 22 41 
Ukraine 17 4 9 18 48 
Croatia 15 6 3 22 46 
Romania 13 10 3 27 53 
Latvia 20 2 4 28 54 
Czech Republic 22 2 2 33 59 
Russia 19 8 10 22 59 
Slovenia 25 6 2 23 56 
Serbia 18 4 8 34 64 
Poland 35 6 11 49 101 
Turkey 46 23 36 87 192 
NET (column) 307 91 113 450 961 
% Share 32% 9% 12% 47% 100% 
Table 3 info data: Base n = 961; total n = 1,138; 177 missing; Multiple comparison correction: False 
Discovery Rate (FDR) (p = 0.05) 
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From the above presented Table 3, we can notice and highlight the following data: 
 Total number of respondents who answered on this question was 961 out of 
1,138;  
 Total number of CAE’s questionnaires collected is 307; 
 In the region of East Europe there is share of 32% CAE’s among all respondents 
that have fulfilled questionnaire, which is higher than global average of 26%.  
 
In order to further analyze data from CAE’s questionnaires collected, we have presented 
in the Table 4 the information about CAE’s number and share per country, based on the 
IIA institute with which CAE’s primarily identify (in most cases that is the country that 
CAE’s are coming from). 
 
Table 4 is showing us the following useful information: 
 Total number of CAE’s who answered on this question was 307 out of 313;  
 More than 50% of questionnaires collected are respondents coming from these 6 
countries (6 out of 21 countries that represents the region of East Europe in the 
study where CAE’s are coming from and that took part in the survey):  
1. Turkey (46 respondents, 15%); 
2. Poland (35 respondents, 11%); 
3. Slovenia (25 respondents, 8%); 
4. Czech Republic (22 respondents, 7%); 
5. Latvia (20 respondents, 7%); and  
6. Estonia (20 respondents, 7%). 
 Population of the country is not proportionally linked to the number of CAE’s that 
were answering the questionnaire (since there are no available data about IIA 
membership per country to support our opinion, we can only just assume that the 
CAE’s respondents number doesn’t correlate with country population, but with 
the IIA total membership number per country). 
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Table 4: CAE’s number and share per country 
Country/n, % 
CAE (Chief Audit 
Executive) or 
Equivalent 
CAE (Chief Audit 
Executive) or 
Equivalent 
Slovakia 1 0% 
Moldova 2 1% 
Belarus 2 1% 
Montenegro 4 1% 
Hungary 4 1% 
Bulgaria 6 2% 
Albania 8 3% 
Bosnia 9 3% 
Lithuania 10 3% 
Macedonia 11 4% 
Romania 13 4% 
Croatia 15 5% 
Ukraine 17 6% 
Serbia 18 6% 
Russia 19 6% 
Estonia 20 7% 
Latvia 20 7% 
Czech Republic 22 7% 
Slovenia 25 8% 
Poland 35 11% 
Turkey 46 15% 
NET (column) 307 100% 
Table 4 info data: base n = 307; total n = 313; 6 missing; Multiple 
comparison correction: False Discovery Rate (FDR) (p = 0.05) 
 
 
In the table 5 is displayed CAE’s age in five age groups/buckets. This was optional question 
and out of 313 CAE’s, 282 answered, and we can see that the most of CAE’s (around 73% 
of them) are aged between 30 and 49 years. More precisely: 104 respondents or 37% are 
in the age group 30 to 39 years, and 101 respondents or 36% are in the age group 40 to 49 
years old. 
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Table 5: CAE’s age 
Country/n 
25 to 29 
years + 24 
years or 
younger 
30 to 39 
years 
40 to 49 
years 
50 to 59 
years 
60 years 
or older 
NET 
(row) 
Moldova 0 1 1 0 0 2 
Belarus 0 2 0 0 0 2 
Slovakia 0 0 0 1 0 1 
Montenegro 0 1 2 1 0 4 
Hungary 0 1 2 0 1 4 
Macedonia 0 6 2 3 0 11 
Lithuania 0 3 3 2 0 8 
Albania 0 6 2 0 0 8 
Bosnia 0 2 4 3 0 9 
Estonia 0 8 9 0 0 17 
Bulgaria 0 0 4 1 0 5 
Ukraine 3 7 4 2 0 16 
Croatia 0 4 6 4 1 15 
Romania 0 3 2 2 4 11 
Latvia 1 6 6 4 1 18 
Czech Republic 0 4 5 4 7 20 
Russia 1 10 8 0 0 19 
Slovenia 0 5 12 6 1 24 
Serbia 0 5 7 5 1 18 
Poland 2 8 14 5 3 32 
Turkey 1 22 8 6 1 38 
NET (column) 8 104 101 49 20 282 
% Share 3% 37% 36% 17% 7% 100% 
Table 5 info data: base n = 282; total n = 313; 31 missing; Multiple comparison correction: False Discovery 
Rate (FDR) (p = 0.05) 
 
Gender of the CAE’s whose questionnaires were analysed in this study are presented in 
the Table 6 which provide data about CAE’s gender per country, and also in Figure 1, 
which displays the CAE’s share per gender. In the Table 6 we can see that there were 
more female CAE’s that fulfilled questionnaires (176 respondents) than male (131 
respondents), which represents 57% female CAE respondents comparing to 43% male CAE 
respondents (graphical presentation is given in the Figure 1).  
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Table 6: CAE’s gender 
Country/Gender Male Female NET 
Moldova 1 1 2 
Belarus 2 0 2 
Slovakia 0 1 1 
Montenegro 2 2 4 
Hungary 3 1 4 
Macedonia 2 9 11 
Lithuania 1 9 10 
Albania 2 6 8 
Bosnia 1 8 9 
Estonia 7 13 20 
Bulgaria 2 4 6 
Ukraine 4 13 17 
Croatia 3 12 15 
Romania 8 5 13 
Latvia 7 13 20 
Czech Republic 14 8 22 
Russia 13 6 19 
Slovenia 4 21 25 
Serbia 8 10 18 
Poland 12 23 35 
Turkey 35 11 46 
NET 131 176 307 
Table 6 info data: base n = 307; total n = 313; 6 missing; 
Multiple comparison correction: False Discovery Rate 
(FDR) (p = 0.05) 
 
 
Figure 1: Statistic for industry sector (number) 
Figure1 info data: base n = 307; total n = 313; 6 missing; Multiple 
comparison correction: False Discovery Rate (FDR) (p = 0.05) 
43% 
57% 
% CAE's gender 
Male
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When we examined professional certifications and/or qualifications that CAE’s have and 
that are related to internal auditing, we came up with the data that are presented in the 
Table 7.  
Table 7: CAE’s professional certifications and/or 
qualifications 
Certification/n, %  n % 
CIA (Certified Internal 
Auditor) 
90 29% 
CMIIA (Chartered Member of 
The IIA–United Kingdom and 
Ireland) 
1 0% 
PIIA (Practitioner of The IIA–
United Kingdom and Ireland) 
1 0% 
Other national internal audit 
certification 
84 27% 
CGAP (Certified Government 
Auditing Professional) 
31 10% 
CFSA (Certified Financial 
Services Auditor) 
7 2% 
CCSA (Certification in Control 
Self-Assessment) 
7 2% 
CRMA (Certification in Risk 
Management Assurance) 
42 13% 
QIAL (Qualification in Internal 
Audit Leadership) 
3 1% 
None 122 39% 
NET 313 
 Table 7 info data: base n = 313; Multiple comparison 
correction: False Discovery Rate (FDR) (p = 0.05) 
 
From the Table 7, we can see that almost 40% of the CAE’s doesn’t hold any professional 
certification and/or qualification. Among those CAE’s that have professional certification 
and/or qualification, the IIA designated CIA (Certified Internal Auditor) certification is the 
most represented, with 90 respondents having it, or almost 30% of all respondents. CIA 
certification is followed by other national internal audit certification, with 84 respondents 
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declaring having one (27%). Here it is useful to note readers that CAE can hold more than 
one certification, and that is why in the above table, there isn’t total (“NET”) for the 
column showing share (“%”, because it would show above 100%).  
 
In the following Figure 2 and Figure 3, data about industry sector are presented, per 
number of respondents and by share, respectively. As it may be seen on the below 
displayed charts (Figure 2 & 3), the major industry sectors among respondents are: 
Finance and Insurance sector (101 respondents, 33%), followed by Public administration 
(53 respondents, 17%), and Manufacturing (25 respondents, 8% share). Please note that 
in bellow Figures 2 & 3, under industry sector “Other” with a cumulative share of 20%, we 
have included following sectors: Health Care and Social Assistance; Mining, Quarrying, and 
Oil and Gas Extraction; Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services; Retail Trade; 
Wholesale Trade; Construction; Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting; Real Estate and 
Rental and Leasing; Management of Companies and Enterprises; Arts, Entertainment, and 
Recreation and Administrative and Support and Waste Management and Remediation 
Services.  
 
 
Figure 2: Statistic for industry sector (count) 
Figure 2 info data: base n = 307; total n = 313; 6 missing; Multiple comparison correction: False Discovery 
Rate (FDR) (p = 0.05) 
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Figure 3: Statistic for industry sector (share) 
Figure 3 info data: base n = 307; total n = 313; 6 missing; Multiple comparison correction: False Discovery 
Rate (FDR) (p = 0.05) 
 
After the introductory presentation of the results on the analysis of CAE’s background & 
organization survey questions (demographics), now we can proceed with the analyses of 
the questions that were related to the value and performance measures.  
 
First we are going to analyse what is the opinion of CAE’s from the region of East Europe 
about the five internal audit activities that they believe are bringing the most value to 
their organizations. These data are presented in the Figures 4 & 5 bellow. Figure 4 displays 
the share, while the Figure 5 displays the number of CAE’s that opt for specific internal 
audit activity. Both figures shows, that according to the 243 responses received from the 
CAE’s, the top 5 internal audit activities that bring the most value are:  
1. Assuring the adequacy and effectiveness of the internal control system (84%, 203 
respondents); 
2. Assuring the organization's risk management processes (59%, 143 respondents); 
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3. Recommending business improvement (57%, 138 respondents); 
4. Assuring regulatory compliance (53%, 128 respondents); and 
5. Identifying emerging risks (46%, 112 respondents). 
From the above mentioned five internal audit activities that were mostly selected, the 
first four were selected by more than half of the CAE’s answering this question.  
 
Figure 4: Statistic for the top 5 internal audit activities that bring the most value (share) 
Figure 4 info data: base n = 243; total n = 313; 70 missing; Multiple comparison correction: False Discovery 
Rate (FDR) (p = 0.05) 
 
 
Figure 5: Statistic for the top 5 internal audit activities that bring the most value (count) 
Figure 5 info data: base n = 243; total n = 313; 70 missing; Multiple comparison correction: False 
Discovery Rate (FDR) (p = 0.05) 
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In order to further analyse the answers collected on the CAE’s selected top five internal 
audit activities that they believe are bringing the most value to their organizations, and to 
see if that is correlated to the size of the organization where the CAE’s are employed, we 
have prepared the Table 8. In that Table, we present CAE’s answers about top 5 value 
adding internal audit activities, but according to the organization size (in terms of number 
of people working in the organization). We haven’t identified significant movements 
through differently sized organisations, there were just minor movements. Those 
movements are marked in applicable columns with green font, for the internal audit 
activities that climbed up in top 5, and in red font, for the activities that lost the place in 
top 5, in the Table 8 (this also applies for the Tables 9 & 10). As a result of our analysis, we 
came up with the following results about CAE’s opinion on the top 5 internal audit 
activities that add value in differently sized organizations, as compared to the average 
results presented in figures 4 & 5: 
1. In the organizations with less than 500 employees – no difference noted, the top 5 
internal activities that add value are the same as the ones from the average 
results; 
2. In the organizations with more than 500 and up to 1,500 employees – instead of 
the activity “Identifying emerging risks”, activity ”Assuring the organization's 
governance processes”, climbed up in the top 5; 
3. In the organizations with more than 1,500 and up to 10,000 employees - instead of 
the activity “Assuring regulatory compliance”, activity “Informing and advising 
management”, climbed up in the top 5; 
4. In the organizations with more than 10,000 employees - instead of the activities 
“Assuring regulatory compliance” and “Identifying emerging risks”, activities 
“Informing and advising management” and “Investigating or deterring fraud”, 
climbed up in the top 5. 
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Table 8: CAE’s top 5 internal audit activities, depending on the number of employees in 
organization 
Internal audit 
activity/Organization size 
Less 
than 
500 
500 to 
1,500 
1,501 
to 
10,000 
More 
than 
10,000 
Average 
results 
Assuring the adequacy and 
effectiveness of the internal 
control system 
84% 78% 88% 80% 84% 
Assuring the organization's 
risk management processes 
61% 61% 55% 47% 59% 
Recommending business 
improvement 
54% 56% 63% 60% 57% 
Assuring regulatory 
compliance 
61% 52% 40% 40% 53% 
Identifying emerging risks 54% 35% 48% 20% 46% 
Informing and advising 
management 
42% 41% 47% 60% 44% 
Assuring the organization's 
governance processes 
34% 43% 38% 33% 37% 
Investigating or deterring 
fraud 
19% 28% 25% 47% 24% 
Testing management's 
assessment of controls 
21% 22% 17% 33% 21% 
Leading the enterprise risk 
management process 
15% 22% 20% 0% 17% 
Informing and advising the 
audit committee 
10% 17% 15% 27% 14% 
Mining and analyzing data for 
management 
14% 9% 18% 20% 14% 
Informing key stakeholders 14% 13% 12% 13% 13% 
Supporting external auditors 4% 4% 5% 13% 5% 
Other 4% 2% 2% 0% 3% 
Table 8 info data: base n = 243; total n = 313; 70 missing; Multiple comparison correction: False 
Discovery Rate (FDR) (p = 0.05) 
 
Further, we wanted to investigate whether there are major discrepancies in CAE’s 
selected top five internal audit activities that they believe are bringing the most value to 
their organizations, between organizations with different size of Internal Audit 
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department (according to the number of full-time equivalent employees that make up 
internal audit department). We are presenting those data in the Table 9 that follows. 
Table 9: CAE’s top 5 internal audit activities, depending on the number of Internal Audit staff 
Internal audit 
activity/Internal audit 
staff (number) 
1 to 3 4 to 9 
10 to 
24 
25 to 
49 
More 
than 50 
Average 
results 
Assuring the adequacy and 
effectiveness of the 
internal control system 
85% 86% 80% 71% 75% 84% 
Assuring the organization's 
risk management 
processes 
62% 54% 70% 57% 50% 59% 
Recommending business 
improvement 
55% 56% 65% 71% 58% 57% 
Assuring regulatory 
compliance 
60% 41% 35% 57% 75% 53% 
Identifying emerging risks 48% 44% 35% 71% 50% 46% 
Informing and advising 
management 
44% 50% 30% 14% 42% 44% 
Assuring the organization's 
governance processes 
36% 34% 50% 57% 25% 37% 
Investigating or deterring 
fraud 
22% 20% 35% 14% 42% 23% 
Testing management's 
assessment of controls 
25% 19% 25% 0% 0% 21% 
Leading the enterprise risk 
management process 
18% 14% 5% 0% 42% 16% 
Mining and analyzing data 
for management 
11% 16% 25% 14% 25% 14% 
Informing and advising the 
audit committee 
12% 16% 20% 14% 0% 13% 
Informing key stakeholders 9% 21% 15% 29% 0% 13% 
Supporting external 
auditors 
4% 6% 10% 14% 0% 5% 
Other 4% 3% 0% 0% 0% 3% 
Table 9 info data: base n = 239; total n = 313; 74 missing; Multiple comparison correction: False Discovery 
Rate (FDR) (p = 0.05) 
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If now we compare whether there are major discrepancies in CAE’s selected top five 
internal audit activities that they believe are bringing the most value to their 
organizations, between different types of organizations, we get the following data that 
are displayed in the Table 10. 
Table 10: CAE’s top 5 internal audit activities, depending on the Organization Type 
Internal audit 
activity/Org. Type 
Privately 
held  
Publicly 
traded  
Financial 
sector  
Public 
sector 
Non 
profit  
Other 
Type 
Average 
results 
Assuring the adequacy 
and effectiveness of the 
internal control system 
80% 88% 88% 83% 60% 73% 84% 
Assuring the 
organization's risk 
management processes 
51% 58% 70% 55% 20% 64% 59% 
Recommending business 
improvement 
54% 79% 57% 50% 80% 64% 57% 
Assuring regulatory 
compliance 
46% 25% 64% 53% 60% 55% 53% 
Identifying emerging risks 54% 33% 46% 44% 80% 55% 46% 
Informing and advising 
management 
37% 46% 36% 51% 60% 36% 44% 
Assuring the 
organization's governance 
processes 
20% 54% 30% 44% 20% 45% 37% 
Investigating or deterring 
fraud 
51% 29% 21% 18% 20% 9% 24% 
Testing management's 
assessment of controls 
17% 13% 15% 26% 60% 27% 21% 
Leading the enterprise 
risk mgmt. process 
23% 13% 10% 19% 0% 36% 17% 
Informing and advising 
the audit committee 
11% 25% 25% 6% 0% 0% 14% 
Mining and analyzing data 
for management 
23% 8% 10% 14% 20% 27% 14% 
Informing key 
stakeholders 
9% 21% 12% 15% 0% 9% 13% 
Supporting external 
auditors 
3% 4% 6% 6% 0% 0% 5% 
Other 6% 4% 1% 2% 20% 0% 3% 
Table 10 info data: base n = 243; total n = 313; 70 missing; Multiple comparison correction: False Discovery 
Rate (FDR) (p = 0.05) 
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After reviewing internal audit activities that are believed to mostly bring value to the 
organizations, now we are going to analyze various measures that are used by internal 
audit departments to evaluate the performance of internal audit. CAE’s have been asked 
to choose all measures that their organization apply in order to evaluate the performance 
of its internal audit activity. As it can be seen in the Table 11, basically, listed measures are 
typical KPI (key performance indicators) used by internal audit departments. Interesting, 
or better to say surprising information that our analysis revealed, is that around 16% of all 
respondents indicated that within their internal audit departments there are no formal 
performance measures established yet.  
Table 11: Measures used to evaluate the performance of 
internal audit activity 
Measure/n, % n % 
Percentage of audit plan 
complete 
165 68% 
Timely closure of audit issues 106 44% 
Completion of mandated 
coverage 
94 39% 
Client satisfaction goals 85 35% 
The fulfillment of specific 
expectations set and agreed 
to with key stakeholders 
66 27% 
Budget to actual audit hours 60 25% 
Performance against the 
internal audit financial budget 
43 18% 
Cycle time from end of 
fieldwork to final report 
35 14% 
Cycle time from entrance 
conference to draft report 
42 17% 
Not established formal 
performance measures 
40 16% 
Other 27 11% 
I don't know 2 1% 
NET 243 
 Table 11 info data: base n = 243; total n = 313; 70 missing; 
Multiple comparison correction: False Discovery Rate (FDR) (p 
= 0.05) 
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As expected, the measure “Percentage of audit plan complete” was the most widely used 
by internal audit practitioners to evaluate the performance of internal audit activity (165 
respondents, 68%). Ranked second was the measure “Timely closure of audit issues” 
which was selected by the total of 106 respondents, having the percentage selection of 
44%. All other measures listed had a share bellow 40%. 
 
The final step of our analyses was examination of the methodologies and tools that the 
CAE’s from the region of the East Europe use to support their internal audit quality and 
performance processes (the CAE’s were asked to choose all that apply). Following Table 
12 displays the information about methodologies and tools that are used in order to 
support the internal audit quality and performance processes. 
Table 12: Methodologies and tools used to support 
quality and performance processes 
Methodology-tool used/n, % n % 
Surveys of audit clients 134 55% 
Internal quality assessments 
initiated by internal audit 
129 53% 
Surveys of key stakeholders 79 33% 
External quality assessments 
initiated by internal audit 
78 32% 
Balanced scorecard 61 25% 
Peer reviews 54 22% 
Reviews from external 
regulators 
50 21% 
Reviews by your 
organization's internal quality 
assurance function 
28 12% 
Other 28 12% 
Not applicable 25 10% 
NET 243 
  Table 12 info data: base n = 243; total n = 313; 70 missing; 
Multiple comparison correction: False Discovery Rate (FDR) (p 
= 0.05) 
 
36 
 
From the above Table 12 we can conclude that the tool that is mostly used is “Survey of 
audit clients”. The activity “Survey of audit clients” has been selected by the 134 
respondents, having the percentage selection of 55%. Here is the list of the top 5 
methodologies/tools used: 
1. Survey of audit clients (55%); 
2. Internal quality assessments initiated by internal audit (53%); 
3. Surveys of key stakeholders (33%); 
4. External quality assessments initiated by internal audit (32%), and 
5. Balanced scorecard (25%). 
 
In order to conclude this chapter, we are going to summarize what has been observed in 
the already presented data, regarding our initial hypotheses: 
 First hypothesis, that activity ”Assuring the adequacy and effectiveness of the 
internal control system” was depicted by internal audit practitioners as a activity 
that brings the most value has been confirmed. Data that support this were 
presented in the Figures 4 and 5, and also in the Tables 8, 9 and 10, where it is 
shown, that this activity was depicted by 203 respondents, i.e. it has gained share 
of 84%. 
 Second hypothesis was that the measure “Percentage of audit plan complete” was 
the mostly used for measuring internal audit performance has also been 
confirmed. The supporting evidence is given in the Table 11, which displays that 
165 CAE’s or 68%, indicated that they use it to measure internal audit 
performance. 
 Finally, we have proved our third hypothesis that internal audit performance 
measurement systems applied in the region of the East Europe are not unique, i.e. 
they are similar to the performance measurement systems that are most widely 
applied, globally (according to the 5 most widely used tools/methods by internal 
audit departments). Data proving this are given in the Table 12, and compared to 
the methods from the Seago J. research results citied on page 9 of this report. 
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5. Discussion of findings 
As mentioned in the previous chapter, by employing various analyses of the data from the 
CBOK 2015 survey (only data collected from the internal audit practitioners from the 
region of the East Europe), we have confirmed our initial hypotheses about internal audit 
value and internal audit performance measurement systems applied in the region of the 
East Europe.  
By interpreting the collected data, we have identified that the audit activity that brings 
most value, according to the opinion of 84% CAE’s from the region of the East Europe, 
that participated in the survey, was “Assuring the adequacy and effectiveness of the 
internal control system“. The resulting percentage is just slightly lower than the 
percentage of 86% that this activity gained, according to the opinion of the CAE’s from all 
around the world, as it was presented in the study of the Seago J., mentioned earlier in 
the Literature review chapter. Although we have recorded that there are some 
differences or movements within the organizations that differ according to the: 
 Number of employees; 
 Internal audit department size; and 
 Organization type; 
, when compared to the averaged results of the top 5 internal audit activities for which 
CAE’s believe are bringing the most value to their organizations, the activity “Assuring the 
adequacy and effectiveness of the internal control system“ remained as the activity that 
always remained in the first place. Based on that, we may conclude that the results do not 
significantly differ and that CAE’s from the region of East Europe share the opinion of their 
peer group worldwide.  
 
Our analysis revealed and thus confirmed our second hypothesis that “Percentage of 
audit plan complete” was the most widely used method by internal audit departments 
(with the representation of 68%) for the measurement of the internal audit activity, 
according to internal audit practitioners from the region of the East Europe. Same as our 
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results, in the study of Chen J.F. and Lin W. Y., also previously mentioned in chapter 2 of 
this report, the “Percentage of audit plan complete” was indicated as the most widely 
used method for the measurement of the internal audit activity by internal audit 
departments, according to the internal audit practitioners from all over the world. Having 
the share of 68% CAE’s from the region of East Europe expressing using this method, is 
slightly higher that the share of 66% CAE’s worldwide use, according to the results from 
the earlier mentioned study of Seago J.. According to these facts, we may conclude that 
Internal audit departments, practicing in the region of the East Europe, mostly use the 
method “Percentage of audit plan complete” for the measurement of the internal audit 
activity, same as the Internal audit departments worldwide. 
 
Additionally, our study has also confirmed the third hypothesis, a well. As it may be seen 
in the Table 13, that follows, we may conclude that the top 5 tools/methods mostly used 
to support quality and performance processes in the region of the East Europe, as 
revealed by our study, when compared to the worldwide results, from the study of Seago 
J., are the same. Order on the list of the most widely used tools from both studies is the 
same, only the percentage that the each tool gained, differ. Again, no difference that can 
be declared as a material has been identified. 
Table 13: Comparison of the methodologies and tools 
used to support quality and performance processes (East 
Europe vs World) 
Methodology-tool used/CAE's 
% 
East 
Europe 
World 
Surveys of audit clients 55% 50% 
Internal quality assessments 
initiated by internal audit 
53% 47% 
Surveys of key stakeholders 33% 28% 
External quality assessments 
initiated by internal audit 
32% 27% 
Balanced scorecard 25% 26% 
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We believe that this study managed to effectively accomplish its objectives that were 
stated in the introductory chapter. We have identified and compared current 
performance measurement trends in internal auditing in the region of East Europe with 
emphasis on the types of performance metrics used and commonly accepted solutions for 
measuring the internal audit activities and value that it provides. We have also addressed 
raised questions and provide answers on what are the activities that CAE’s, from the 
region of the East Europe, considers are bringing the most value to their clients and key 
stakeholders; which measurement methods are used by internal audit in performance 
measurement process; and what methodologies and tools internal audit departments use 
in order to support its quality and performance processes. 
 
Based on all above mentioned, we may conclude that the internal audit practitioners and 
internal audit department from the region of East Europe, when internal audit value, 
measurement methods used by internal audit in performance measurement process and 
tools for measuring internal audit value, are concerned, follow the practices that are 
globally accepted and implemented. There is an expression that no matter what internal 
audit do, there will always be risks, but internal audit has to do all it can by focusing on 
the activities that are seen as bringing the most value. The key for generating most value 
of internal audit activities remains the active work on establishing consensus among 
multiple internal audit stakeholders, the need of regularly assessment and reassessment 
of stakeholder needs and expectations, development of strategies and tactics to address 
these expectations, by delivering internal audit services that meet these evolving 
demands. Only by following this pattern the internal audit can provide value that 
stakeholders are seeking.  
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6. Conclusions and recommendations 
In this study we have used the data collected from the study conducted in 2015 by The 
Global Internal Audit Common Body of Knowledge (CBOK). More specifically we have used 
data about internal audit value and internal audit performance measurement systems 
that were collected from internal audit practitioners from the region of East Europe and 
analyzed them in order to address study objectives that were set at the beginning. 
 
We have confirmed our initial hypotheses about internal audit value and internal audit 
performance measurement systems applied in the region of the East Europe. Also, we 
have concluded that when internal audit value, measurement methods used by internal 
audit in performance measurement process and tools for measuring internal audit value, 
are concerned, the internal audit practitioners from the region of East Europe follow the 
globally accepted and implemented practices (we may say they follow the “best industry” 
practices).  
 
Our opinion is that this study is relevant material for the internal audit 
practitioners/internal audit service providers from the region of the East Europe but that 
also could be useful and interesting for the professional internal audit society, globally. 
Results of the study could help internal audit practitioners from the region of the East 
Europe to do the benchmarking of the activities and topic covered by the study, and that 
will lead them to think about possibilities for improving if they exist. 
 
As previously mentioned in chapter 3, main possible limitations of this study are deriving 
from the fact that it is prepared based on the data from survey which was contributed 
only by internal audit practitioners (internal auditors), and that the analysis performed 
and report is limited to the questions that were originally asked in the CBOK survey. 
Because of these possible limitations when considering internal audit value and its 
measurement, further research and investigation could be done based on the data 
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collected from the internal audit stakeholders. Obviously, for most of internal audit 
departments, primary stakeholder is the audit committee. Survey should ask 
organizations audit committees how they measure the value of internal audit and what 
their assessment of internal audit performance includes. Regarding the limitation deriving 
from the questions that were originally asked in the CBOK survey and by offering to 
respondents limited options, improvement can be done by enabling respondent that 
under the option “Other” to name the specific activity, tool, process in question. Although 
it is possible to measure internal audit value and internal audit performance by analysing 
some quantitative-monetary indicators like entity revenues, profit, etc., it is very difficult 
task, since all other factors that also affect previously mentioned monetary indicators 
should be identified and their contribution to the indicators should be excluded. So it is 
more useful to examine qualitative factors, like opinion of key stakeholders about internal 
audit value and its effectiveness. In order to be able to perform some regression analyses 
and to see what activities affect most perceived internal audit value, questionnaires’ 
should include question about opinion of stakeholders perceived added value or internal 
audit effectiveness, for example by using the Likert-type scale. Following this path it 
would be possible to express qualitative factor (stakeholder opinion) in a quantitative 
way/data that is more suitable for performing various regression analysis. By 
implementing this recommended actions in the next research that would address internal 
audit value, measurement methods used by internal audit in performance measurement 
process and tools for measuring internal audit value, could bring more data to the internal 
audit practitioners that would help them in this process.  
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Appendix 
Copyright information: Data were obtained from the CBOK 2015 Global Internal Audit 
Practitioner Survey (Altamonte Springs, Florida, USA: The IIA Research Foundation), 
question [2], “[Select the IIA institute with which you primarily identify.]; question [3], 
“[What is your age?]; question [4], “[What is your gender?]; question [9a], “[What is your 
position as an internal auditor in the organization?]; question [12], “[Which professional 
certifications and/or qualifications do you have related to internal auditing?]; question 
[15], “[What is the type of organization for which you currently work?]; question [18], 
“[What is the primary industry classification(s) of the organization for which you work (or 
your primary client if you are a service provider)?]; question [19], “[For the entire 
organization in which you work, what was the approximate total number of fulltime 
equivalent* employees as of the end of the last fiscal year?]; question [24], 
“[Approximately how many fulltime equivalent* employees make up your internal audit 
department?]; question [89], “[In your opinion, which are the five internal audit activities 
that bring the most value to your organization?]; question [90], “[What specific measures 
does your organization use to evaluate the performance of its internal audit activity?]; 
question [91], “[Which of the following methodologies and tools do you use to support 
your quality and performance processes?];. Visit www.theiia.org/CBOK for more 
information. 
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2015 CBOK Survey Welcome Page 
The CBOK 2015 Global Internal Audit Practitioner Survey 
Thank you for choosing to participate in the largest survey of internal auditors in the 
world. 
The survey will remain open until 27 March 2015. The core questions in this survey will 
take most respondents about 30 minutes to complete. Chief audit executives and heads of 
internal audit will be asked some additional questions, which could add about 30 minutes 
to the survey. At the bottom of each survey page, a status bar will show you the 
percentage of the survey you have completed. 
If you are interrupted before you can complete the entire survey, you can save your 
progress and finish at a later time, using a unique URL that will be provided to you. We 
recommend that you obtain your unique URL early in the survey by clicking the Save 
button and following the instructions that appear. 
In appreciation for your time, after you have submitted the survey, you will be invited to 
enter into a drawing to win one of 30 US$200 Visa® e-gift cards or one of 10 US$200 IIARF 
Bookstore credits. In addition, everyone who completes the survey will receive a US$5 
IIARF Bookstore credit.  
 
For your reference, here is an overview of the topics that are included in the survey: 
1-Your Background (Q1-Q14)                                    9-Organizational Governance (Q67-Q72) 
2-Your Organization (Q15-Q22)                              10-Reporting Lines (Q73-Q77) 
3-Your Internal Audit Department (Q23-Q29)     11-Audit Committee (Q78) 
4-Staffing (Q30-Q36)                                                12-Internal Audit Competencies (Q79-Q88) 
5-Internal Audit Depart. Maturity (Q37-Q47)      13-Value and Performance Measures (Q89-
Q91) 
6-Audit Processes (Q48-Q57)                                  14-Auditing Technology Risks (Q92-Q94) 
7-Risk-General (Q58-Q63)                                        15-Internal Audit Use of Information 
Technology (Q95-Q97) 
8-Top 5 Risks (Q64-Q66)                                           16-Internal Audit Standards (Q98-Q100) 
Thank you again for investing in the internal audit profession by starting the survey today. 
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Countries & Locations Number 
of 
Respond
ents 
World Bank Regional Groups  Europe and 
Central 
Asia_Breakout 
Regions  
Afghanistan  2 South Asia   
Albania  30 Europe & Central Asia East Europe 
Algeria  37 Middle East & North Africa   
Andorra  2 Europe & Central Asia West Europe 
Angola  1 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Anguilla 2 Latin America & Caribbean   
Antigua and Barbuda  0 Latin America & Caribbean   
Argentina  173 Latin America & Caribbean   
Armenia  12 Europe & Central Asia East Europe 
Aruba  0 Latin America & Caribbean   
Australia  98 East Asia & Pacific   
Austria  59 Europe & Central Asia West Europe 
Azerbaijan  5 Europe & Central Asia East Europe 
Bahamas  8 Latin America & Caribbean   
Bahrain  12 Middle East & North Africa   
Bangladesh  82 South Asia   
Barbados  14 Latin America & Caribbean   
Belarus  4 Europe & Central Asia East Europe 
Belgium  33 Europe & Central Asia West Europe 
Belize  1 Latin America & Caribbean   
Benin  4 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Bermuda  1 North America   
Bhutan  1 South Asia   
Bolivia  9 Latin America & Caribbean   
Bosnia and Herzegovina  33 Europe & Central Asia East Europe 
Botswana  17 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Brazil  390 Latin America & Caribbean   
Brunei  0 East Asia & Pacific   
Bulgaria  2 Europe & Central Asia East Europe 
Burkina Faso  54 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Burma (Myanmar)  2 East Asia & Pacific   
Burundi  0 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Cambodia  1 East Asia & Pacific   
Cameroon  11 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Canada  278 North America   
Cape Verde  0 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Cayman Islands 3 Latin America & Caribbean   
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Central African 
Republic  0 
Sub-Saharan Africa 
  
Chad  0 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Chile  144 Latin America & Caribbean   
China  1761 East Asia & Pacific   
Colombia  142 Latin America & Caribbean   
Comoros  0 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Congo, Dem. Rep. of 9 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Costa Rica  132 Latin America & Caribbean   
Côte d'Ivoire  16 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Croatia  53 Europe & Central Asia East Europe 
Cyprus  16 Europe & Central Asia West Europe 
Czech Republic 65 Europe & Central Asia East Europe 
Denmark  53 Europe & Central Asia West Europe 
Djibouti  0 Middle East & North Africa   
Dominica  1 Latin America & Caribbean   
Dominican Republic  34 Latin America & Caribbean   
Eastern Africa 1 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Ecuador  106 Latin America & Caribbean   
Egypt  22 Middle East & North Africa   
El Salvador  111 Latin America & Caribbean   
Equatorial Guinea  0 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Eritrea  0 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Estonia  60 Europe & Central Asia East Europe 
Ethiopia  6 Sub-Saharan Africa   
European Union 18 Europe & Central Asia   
Falkland Islands 
(Malvinas) 0 
n/a 
  
Faroe Islands 0 n/a   
Fiji  21 East Asia & Pacific   
Finland  31 Europe & Central Asia West Europe 
France  291 Europe & Central Asia West Europe 
French Polynesia 6 East Asia & Pacific   
Gabon  1 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Gambia  1 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Georgia  1 Europe & Central Asia East Europe 
Germany  218 Europe & Central Asia West Europe 
Ghana  8 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Gibralter 0 n/a   
Greece  204 Europe & Central Asia West Europe 
Greenland 0 North America   
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Grenada  0 Latin America & Caribbean   
Guadaloupe 0 Latin America & Caribbean   
Guam 2 East Asia & Pacific   
Guatemala  24 Latin America & Caribbean   
Guerney and Alderney 0 n/a   
Guinea  4 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Guinea-Bissau  0 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Guyana  7 Latin America & Caribbean   
Haiti  11 Latin America & Caribbean   
Honduras  19 Latin America & Caribbean   
Hong Kong, China 14 East Asia & Pacific   
Hungary  16 Europe & Central Asia East Europe 
Iceland  6 Europe & Central Asia West Europe 
India  513 South Asia   
Indonesia  205 East Asia & Pacific   
Iraq  1 Middle East & North Africa   
Ireland  7 Europe & Central Asia West Europe 
Israel  95 Middle East & North Africa   
Italy  164 Europe & Central Asia West Europe 
Jamaica  12 Latin America & Caribbean   
Japan  411 East Asia & Pacific   
Jersey 1 n/a   
Jordan  12 Middle East & North Africa   
Kazakhstan  1 Europe & Central Asia Central Asia 
Kenya  24 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Kiribati  0 East Asia & Pacific   
Korea, South 80 East Asia & Pacific   
Kosovo 1 n/a   
Kuwait  35 Middle East & North Africa   
Kyrgyzstan  0 Middle East & North Africa Central Asia 
Laos  1 East Asia & Pacific   
Latvia  63 Europe & Central Asia East Europe 
Lebanon  23 Middle East & North Africa   
Lesotho  5 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Liberia  1 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Libya  2 Middle East & North Africa   
Liechtenstein  4 Europe & Central Asia West Europe 
Lithuania  32 Europe & Central Asia East Europe 
Luxembourg  33 Europe & Central Asia West Europe 
Macao 3 n/a   
Macedonia  28 Europe & Central Asia East Europe 
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Madagascar  2 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Malawi  14 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Malaysia  238 East Asia & Pacific   
Maldives  0 South Asia   
Mali  8 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Malta  0 Middle East & North Africa   
Man, Island of 0 n/a   
Marshall Islands  1 East Asia & Pacific   
Martinique 1 Latin America & Caribbean   
Mauritania  0 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Mauritius  34 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Mayotte 0 n/a   
Mexico  210 Latin America & Caribbean   
Micronesia  2 East Asia & Pacific   
Moldova  2 Europe & Central Asia East Europe 
Monaco  0 Europe & Central Asia West Europe 
Mongolia  0 East Asia & Pacific   
Monserrat 0 Latin America & Caribbean   
Montenegro  12 Europe & Central Asia East Europe 
Morocco  16 Middle East & North Africa   
Mozambique  3 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Myanmar (Ex-Burma) 0 n/a   
Namibia  19 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Nepal  4 South Asia   
Netherlands  19 Europe & Central Asia West Europe 
New Caledonia 1 East Asia & Pacific   
New Zealand  58 East Asia & Pacific   
Nicaragua  31 Latin America & Caribbean   
Niger  1 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Nigeria  49 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Norway  38 Europe & Central Asia West Europe 
Oman  46 Middle East & North Africa   
Pakistan  33 South Asia   
Palestine 3 Middle East & North Africa   
Panama  83 Latin America & Caribbean   
Papua New Guinea  8 East Asia & Pacific   
Paraguay  15 Latin America & Caribbean   
Peru  163 Latin America & Caribbean   
Philippines  69 East Asia & Pacific   
Poland  121 Europe & Central Asia East Europe 
Portugal  26 Europe & Central Asia West Europe 
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Puerto Rico  18 Latin America & Caribbean   
Qatar  60 Middle East & North Africa   
Reunion 2 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Romania  60 Europe & Central Asia East Europe 
Russia  65 Europe & Central Asia East Europe 
Rwanda  4 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Saint-Barthelemy 0 Latin America & Caribbean   
Samoa  0 East Asia & Pacific   
Samoa, American 0 East Asia & Pacific   
San Marino  0 Europe & Central Asia West Europe 
São Tomé and Príncipe  0 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Saudi Arabia  404 Middle East & North Africa   
Senegal  5 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Serbia  76 Europe & Central Asia East Europe 
Seychelles  0 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Sierra Leone  1 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Singapore  114 East Asia & Pacific   
Slovakia  5 Europe & Central Asia East Europe 
Slovenia  65 Europe & Central Asia East Europe 
Solomon Islands  1 East Asia & Pacific   
Somalia  0 Sub-Saharan Africa   
South Africa  370 Sub-Saharan Africa   
South Sudan 3 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Spain  476 Europe & Central Asia West Europe 
Sri Lanka  7 South Asia   
Suriname  1 East Asia & Pacific   
Svalbard and Jan Mayen 
Islands 0 
n/a 
  
Swaziland  14 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Sweden  79 Europe & Central Asia West Europe 
Switzerland  334 Europe & Central Asia West Europe 
Taiwan (Chinese 
Taiwan_ 444 
East Asia & Pacific 
  
Tajikistan  0 Europe & Central Asia Central Asia 
Tanzania  135 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Thailand  22 East Asia & Pacific   
Togo  22 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Tonga  0 East Asia & Pacific   
Trinidad and Tobago  0 Latin America & Caribbean   
Tunisia  16 Middle East & North Africa   
Turkey  223 Europe & Central Asia West Europe 
Turks & Caicos 0 Latin America & Caribbean   
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Uganda  0 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Ukraine  53 Europe & Central Asia East Europe 
United Arab Emirates  361 Middle East & North Africa   
United Kingdom  95 Europe & Central Asia West Europe 
United States  2407 North America   
Uruguay  49 Latin America & Caribbean   
Vatican (Holy See) 0 n/a   
Venezuela  40 Latin America & Caribbean   
Western Sahara 0 n/a   
Yemen  8 Middle East & North Africa   
Zambia  13 Sub-Saharan Africa   
Zimbabwe  63 Sub-Saharan Africa   
 
9 
 
 
Picture 3: CBOK 2015 Practitioner Survey: Respondents statistics 
 (Source: https://global.theiia.org/iiarf/Public%20Documents/CBOK-2015-Vision-Brochure.pdf) 
